OSSE
STUDENT SERVICES REVIEW

Review Conducted
May 5 - May 15

The Child Welfare Policy and Practice
Group



Student Services Review

SSR views what is happening at the “practice
points.”

SSR is a way of knowing what is working/not working
in practice, for which students served, and why.

SSR guides actions for practice development and
capacity building -- leading to better results.




The Student Service Review

Uses various sampling strategies to “SPOT CHECK”
daily frontline practice and performance.

Is used for PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT and service
system refinement.

Daily Practice,
Present Results

A Lens for
Viewing Our
Practice & Results




1’SSR Shifts the Inquiry Focus

Compliance

Policies & procedures
Documentation
Organizational structure
Program requirements
Funding & expenditures
Compliance & control

Get & Keep $%59%

2> Practice & Results

Guiding principles
Practice model in use
Daily case-level practice
Frontline conditions
Resource use & effect
Results & outcomes
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Status — How is the student doing
today? What outcomes are being
achieved?

System Performance - Is the system
performing in a way to achieve
needed outcomes?



Status Indicators in an SSR Protocol

Student Status Indicators Caregiver Status Indicators

« 1. Safety & risk of harm by others
2. Behavioral risk

3. Stability

4. Physical well-being
5. Emotional well-being

= 1. Participation in decisions
= 2. Caregiver support of the student
= 3. Satisfaction

= OVERALL CAREGIVER STATUS

6. Educational setting (LRE)

7. School attendance

8. Present performance

9. Social supports

= 10. Responsible behavior

= 11. Personal transition pathway

= OVERALL STUDENT STATUS




” SSR Practice Performance Indicators

Core Practice Functions

1. Classroom climate & practices

2. Informal collaborative problem solving
3. Individualized interventions
4. Coordination

5. Teamwork

6. Understanding the situation
7. Planning outcomes

8. Planning interventions

9. Resource availability & use
10. Intervention adequacy

11. Monitoring & adjustment

Specialized Practices

12. Crisis response

13. Safety response

14. Transitioning

15. Special cultural accommodations
OVERALL PRACTICE PERFORMANCE

In: Basic Concepts

e © Human Systems &
Outcomes, Inc., 2008




CSR Interpretative Guide for Person Status Indicator Ratings

Maintenance
Zone: 5-6

Status iz favorable. Efforts
should be made to main-
tain and build upon a
positive situation.

Refinement
Zone: 3-4

Status = minimum or
marginal, may be unstable.
Further efforts are neces-
sary o refine the situation.

Improvement
Lone: 1-2

Status is problematic or
neky. Quick action should
be taken to improve the
sifuation.

6= OPTIMAL & ENDURING STATUS. The best or most favorable stg :
ﬂﬂaﬂaﬂﬂfﬂr this perzon in this area [taking age and ability info at:munl] The
person 15 conbinuing fo do areat in this area. Confidence is high that long-term

needs or outcomes will be or are bemng met in this area.

&= GOOD & CONTINUING STATUS. Substantially and dependably positive status AGCEP[H ble
for the person in this area with an ongoing positve pattem. This status level is .
generally congistent with attiamment of long-ierm needs or putcomes n area. Rﬂnge- 4-6

Status k= Tooking good” and likely to continue.

4 = FAIR STA'I'US Status = at Ieast mlnmalh.r or temporanly suficient for the
iectives in this area. Status has been no

Iesslhanmmmﬂ_\r_aﬂmﬂatanfm |nﬂ'|epast3[]|days, but may be short-
term due to changing circumstances, requinng change soon.
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3 = MARGINALLY INADEQUATE STATUS. Status is mixed, imited. or meoreistent
and not quite sufficient to meet the person's short-term needs or objectives now
in thiz area. Status in this area has been somewhat inadequate at points in fime
of in some aspects over the past 30 days. Any risks may be minimal.

Unacceptable

2 = POOR STATUS. Status is now and may continue to be poor and unaccentable.

The person may seem to be “shuck” or Jost with status not imergying, Any riske
may be mild fo senous.

Range: 1-3

1 = ADVERSE STATUS. The person's status in this area 1= ppor gnd worsenng,
Any ricks of harm, restriction, separafion, disruption_ regression, andfor other
poor outcomes may be substantial and increasing.

CSR/Practice Overview * © Human Systems & Outcomes, Inc., 2008



CSR Interpretative Guide for Practice Performance Indicator Ratings

Maintenance
Zone: 5-6

Performance is effective.
Efforts should be made to
maintain and build upon a
positive practice srtuation.

Refinement
Zone: 3-4

Performance is manimal or
marginal and maybe
changng. Further efforts
are neceszary to refine the

practice siuation.

Improvement
Lone: 1-2

Performance is inadequate.
Cuick action should be
taken to improve practice
nOW.

6= 0PTIMAL & ENDURING PERFORMANCE . Excellent consistent effective orac-
fice fur ﬂ'ns pﬂrsm in this ﬁ.m’hm area. Thls level of performance is indicative of

& = GOOD ONGOING PERFORMANCE. At this level, the systern function is

working dependably for this person, under d'langlng conditions and over time.
Effectiveness level is generally consistent with meeting long-term needs and

goals for the person.

4 = FAIR PERFORMANCE. Performance 1= minimally or temgorarily sufficient fo

Performance in this area of practce has

mest short-fenm need or objeciives
been no less than minimally adequate at any time in the past 30 days, but may
be short-term due to changing circumstances, requinng change soon.

Acceptable
Range: 4-6

i= HMGIMLL‘I’ IHADEQUATE PERFORMANCE. Practice at this level may be
gl-matched i need. Performance is [nguffi-

uent atlrnes in s0me Ectsforﬂ'ﬂ person to meet shor-ferm needs or
phiectives With refinement, this could become acceptable in the near future.

2 = POOR PERFORMANCE. Practice at this level is faomented mconsistent,
lackmo necessary mtensity, or off-tarael Flements of practice may be noted, but

it iz mcompleteinot operaiive on a consistent or effeciive basis.

1= ADVERSE PERFORMANCE. Practice may be absent or not operative.
Performance may be missing (not done]. - OR - Prachce sirategies, if occurming
in this area, may be confra-indicated or mav be performed inaooroprately or

harmiully.
CSR/Practice Overview * © Human Systems & Outcomes, Inc., 2008

Unacceptable

Range: 1-3










Student’s IDEA Eligibility

Autism

Emotional Disturbance

Mental Retardation

Multiple Disabilities

Other Health Impairment
Specific Learning Disabilities
Speech & Language Impairment
Emotional Disturb/Spec.Lrn.Dis.

Spec.Lrn.Dis./Spec. & Lang. Imp.

Total

IDEA Eligibility

Number

— = == 00 DN DN O\ = =

)
~

Percent

4%
4%
26%
9%
9%
35%
5%
4%
4%

100%






Other Involved Agencies

Other Agencies Serving the

Student/Family Number Percent
Mental Health 4 17%
Child Welfare/Mental Health/Econ. Services 1 4%
Child Welfare/Mental Health 1 4%
Mental Health/Educ. Advocate 1 4%
None 17 1%

Total 24 100%



Indicator 2008

Safety at School 100%

Safety at Home 96%

Behavioral Risk 96%

Stability at School 88%

Stability at Home 96%

Physical Well-Being 92%
Emotional Well-Being 83%
Educational Setting/LLRE 70%

School Attendance 79%

Present Performance/Progression Curriculum 67%
Present Performance/Reading/Language 46%
Present Performance/Math Computation 50%
Social Supports 75%
Responsible Behavior & Citizenship 83%
Personal Transition Pathway 29%
Overall Status 83%

—~ ! —~ !

Stuclent Status Indicator Ratings



Student Status Indicators

Percent Acceptable

83%

100%

96%

96%

96%

83%

29%

83%

75%

50%

46%

67%

79%

70%

92%

88%

snels ||el=AD

Aeruyied uonisuel] |[euos.isd

diysusziin R loiaeysg ‘suodsay

spoddng |elpos

‘dwon/yie/ Hed Jussald

v1/Buipesy/ 1iad Jusssld

"3104n7) "Bodd/ Jad Jussald

SIURPUSIY |00YIS

sbumes [eucnesnpg

buleg-|lom |euoiowy

buleg-[Iom |ealsAyd

BWOH 1k A)Iges

[00Y3S 3. A3|IqLIS

sy |elolAey=g

SWOoH je Aj3jes

|[o0YaS Je AjBles




Overall Status

aregiver Status Indicato




75%

-

Participation in Decision
Making

Caregiver Indicators
Percent Acceptable

80%

68%

Caregiver Support
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85%




Indicator 2008

Classroom Climate & Practices 710%
Informal Collaborative Problem-Solving 52%
Individualized Interventions 44%
Coordination & Integration 25%
Team Functioning 29%
Understanding 13%

Planning Outcomes/Long-Term View 29%
Planning Interventions 48%
Resources Availability & Use 67%
Intervention Adequacy 50%
Monitoring & Adjusting 41%

Crisis Response 50%

Safety Response 50%
Transitions 0%

Specialized Cultural Accommodations 67%
Overall Performance 33%

—

Systerm Perrormance Ratings



33%

l

67%

0% |

50%  50%

41%

50%

67%

48%

Percent Acceptable

29%

13%

Practice Performance Indicators

29%

25%

44%

52%

70%
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DECLINE

Six Month Prognosis




System Development Pattern

Change in System Performance Over Years of Development

100% s | 92%
85% /B"”—B saspasssssnnnnnnnns
80% —— Hawaii System - //B/ _ SSR Data:
@ Change Pattern 70% plateauing | systainability
S near peak
% 60% 7 performance —
© 45%
o
£ 40% < rapid gains
— 300/ H i
g |amlw| e
o Interim SSR
20% 7 slow, early — performance Chanae Data
performance g
improvement ‘ ‘
0% | | | |
Baseline 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

SSR Data

—B— System Development Across Years




SSR “Learning Products™

s Deialled storles of practics and resulis in real cases
= Recurrent themes & gatterns observed across cases

= Understanding of how contextual factors are
affecting daily practice and present results

= Quantitative analyses of student status, practice &
performance results, based on key measures

= Noteworthy accomplishments & success stories
= ldentification of emerging issues and problem

s Critical lsarning and Input for Irnprovermsnt olar
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